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ELIAHU MIRLIS . STATE OF CONNECTICUT

V. .
YESHIVA OF NEW HAVEN INC. : July 24,2020

COURT ORDER ON DEFENDANT. APPELLANT’S
MOTION FOR ARTICULATION =

The‘foregoing hiotion having been duly considered, it is hereby DENIED.

At the underlying valuation hearing, the ‘pAarties each presented evidénce through
their expert a’ppréisers. As set forth in the AMemoran,dum of Decision, there were areas
of agreemen.t and areas of disagreement, and each thoroughly cross examined the
other's éppraiser to point out claimed flaws. As noted in thé Underlying Memorandum of
DeC|s10n the court carefully and fully conSIdered and welghed aII the ewdence received
at the hearlng evaluated the credibility of the witnesses, measured the probatlve force
of conflicting evidence, reviewed all exhibits and relevant law and drew such inferences
from the evidence, or facté established by the evidence, that it deems reasonable and
logical. See Memorandum of Decision: Hearing on Valuation February 24, 2020, p 3.

_ “The court need not provide a scientific formula for its conclusion. |

As set forth in the Court's Memorandum of Decision '(compléfe c‘itafions provided
in the Memorandum of Decision), “[t]he determination of [a property's] value.by a couﬁ
is the expressioﬁ of the court’s 6binion aided ordinarily by the opi:nions of expert .
witnésses, and reachéd by Weighing thoée opinions in light of all the circuméténces in
evide.nce bearing upon value and its own Qeneral knowledge of the élements going to

establish it....[T]he determination of the credibility of expert witnesses and the' weight to
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be accorded fheir testimony is within the province of the trrerj of facts, who is privileged
to adopt whatever testimony [s]he reasonably believes credlble . When confronted
| | with conflrctlng evidence as to valuatron the trier may properly conclude that under all

’ crrcumstances a compromlse flgure most accurately reflects fair market value -
-(Citations omrttedllnternal quotatlon marks omitted) Bank of Southeastern Connectlcut v

" Nazarko Realty Company, 49 Conn App. 452 456- 457 714 A. 2d 722 (1998)
Memorandum of Decision: Hearmg on Valuation, February 24, 2020, pp 6-7.
| In Iight of the Memorandum of Iﬁecis_ion »iseued on this matter following the fuli ‘
hearing on the merits, the court is-of the opinion that an articuiat_ion is ulnnecessary.

Accordingly, Defendant—appellentfs motion for articulation is denied.
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